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Hel lo,  my name is B randon Guerra and I l ive in P eor ia.  I am an A Z  taxpayer and home owner,  represent ing
my ow n personal  interests.  T hank you for  providing me the opportuni ty to speak today.  I had something
prepared this morning,  but  so much of  what  I planned to say has al ready been said,  so I won' t  bother the
commission by repeat ing i t .  I encourage the Commission to reject  the ROO as i t  stands.  T his is because i t
signi f icant ly undervalues resident ial  rooftop solar and the unique benef i ts that resident ial  rooftop solar
provides to ALL A r izona ci t izens. I see great issue w i th def ining DG customers to be placed in a speci f ic
class and qui te f rankly,  I f ind the not ion to do so is discr im inatory in nature T o be placed in a class means
that al l  class members are al ike.  T he commission needs to recognize that  not  al l  homes w i th roof top solar
panels are equal !  S ome are ful l  t ime occupants and some are snowbirds.  S ome produce a t iny f ract ion of
what they consume, they export  zero ki lowatt  hours to the "bank."  O thers produce 100%  or even more of
what they consume. T hat surplus power that  is backfed into the gr id IS  ready for  immediate consumpt ion at
FULL market rate.  APS doesn' t  tel l  their  ratepayers "3%  of the power that you bought f rom us last  month
was made possible by your neighbor ' s overproduct ion,  so we won' t  charge you for  that . "  T hey are charged
ful l  market rate for that  power even though they didn' t  produce i t .  T ruth be told they didn' t  real ly even
distr ibute i t ,  i t  t raveled a few  hundred feet down the street.
almost completely ignore the long-term benef i ts of  rooftop solar and equate i t  to ut i l i ty-scale solar,
though they are VERY di f ferent resources. For example, rooftop solar avoids the need for ut i l i t ies to bui ld
expensive poles,  t ransmission l ines and cost ly infrastructure that  reduces the costs for  ALL ratepayers.  l 'm
talking about substat ions,  t ransformers,  moni tor ing equipment,  etc.  APS  already recognizes this benef i t .  T his
is why APS current ly of fers a program that places solar panels on west facing roofs in strategical ly selected
areas w here product ion and dist r ibut ion capaci ty cannot  easi ly sat isfy communi ty demand for  energy.  T he
customers who are lucky enough to qual i fy for  this program DO NOT  pay the monthly DG fee that  thei r  next-
door neighbor who pays for  thei r  own investment.  T his program benef i ts the occupant  for  more than 5 years,
and begs the quest ion of  which opt ion provides the bet ter  "bang for  he buck."  What operat ing costs does
A P S  have above and beyond the ini t ial  investment  in the solar  equipment  on those speci f ic homes? When
Arizonans go solar,  ALL ratepayers benef i t  f rom that  system for i ts l i fe expectancy of  more than 20 years
The costs and benef i ts of  solar must be considered over the course of  that t imeframe, not the art i f icial ly
shorter  t imel ine of  5-years as is included in the proposed decision.  20 years is probably not  enough, but  5
years is certainly not  enough. I appreciate that  the ROO grandfathers current  solar  customers,  but  future
customers deserve to make decisions in a pol icy atmosphere that  provides some level  of  cer tainty
surrounding the investment they make. Rooftop solar  cannot be considered equivalent  to ut i l i ty-scale.  It
provides an ent i rely di f ferent set of  benef i ts that al l  A r izonans can enjoy. I ask the Com oration Commission
thought ful ly consider how  the recommended order equates ut i l i ty scale benef i ts to thos
see that  there are addi t ional  benef i ts l ike the avoided transmission and distr ibut ion costs af98lisiiri@;~s,D
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the industry provides to thousands of Arizonans like me. Thank you for your time and I welcome your
questions.
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